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Statistics and analysis of oilseed rape losses caused by main
diseases and insect pests in recent 10 years

YANG Qingpo, LIU Wancai, HUANG Chong
(Division of Crop Pest Forecasting, National Agro-Technical Extension and Service Centre , Beijing 100125, China)

Abstract The planting area of oilseed rape has been increasing year by year in China, especially in the past three
years, with more than 7.53 million hm®. Over the past 10 years, oilseed rape has suffered from severe diseases
and pests with the adjustment of planting system, interval planting of ornamental rapeseed and high-yield rape,
enhanced insecticide resistance and abnormal climate. Average affected area ranged from 7.211 8 million to 8.817 4
million hm* per year, and the controlled area ranged from 6.861 8 million to 9.822 8 million hm*. Annual saved
canola output reached 983.4 thousand tons, accounting for 7. 25% of national total canola output. Annual actual
canola loss was 280.9 thousand tons, accounting for 2.07% of national total canola output. There are 10 diseases
and pests which always cause serious damage to canola. They accounted for 55.60%,23.44%,9.51%,2.87%.,
2.43%+1.69%,1.58%,1.53%,0.86% and 0.50% of the total loss, respectively. Rape sclerotiniose and aphids
caused the most serious damage among all the canola diseases and pests. This paper analyzed and summarized the
occurrence and canola loss caused by canola diseases and pests using abundant data, which could provide a refer-
ence for monitoring and early warning and prevention and control of rape diseases and insect pests.
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Table 1 Comparison of oil seed production and loss caused by canola diseases and pests during 2007 —2016

ALy RAERY T b K BAATERY T bt R BB/ TT ¢ SERRRAR /T ¢ SRS/ ¢ SRR R/ Y0 SERRRR o R L/ %

Year  Occurrence area Controlled area  Retrieved loss  Actual loss Production  Ratio of retrieved loss  Ratio of actual loss

2007 721. 18 686. 18 61.63 18. 49 1 057. 26 5.83 1.75

2008 787.73 755. 61 106. 83 33. 82 1 210. 17 8. 83 2.79

2009 827. 84 898. 63 91. 09 27. 15 1 365. 71 6. 67 1. 99

2010 808. 78 937. 14 91. 59 27. 86 1 308. 19 7.01 2.13

2011 881. 16 945. 29 95. 82 25. 87 1 342. 56 7.14 1.93

2012 870. 04 923. 02 98. 73 30. 35 1 400. 73 7. 05 2.17

2013 805. 70 924. 65 93. 39 25. 22 1 445. 80 6. 46 1. 74

2014 881. 74 982. 28 118. 08 31. 84 1477. 22 7.99 2.16

2015 829. 04 904. 57 110. 21 28.99 1 493. 07 7.38 1.94

2016 814. 58 896. 01 115. 99 S, 33 1 454. 56 7.97 2.15
Aj\iifgc 822. 78 885. 34 98. 34 28. 09 1 355. 53 7.25 2.07

1) B U A R AR AR 55 Pl CA R R I ST BORE) (2007 —2016) 5 MUED ™ B Bdi ok B E K GE it R M3 hiep: / data, stats,

gov. cn,

Data from National Statistical Data of Plant Protection (2007 —2016); Data of yield from National Bureau of Statistics website; http: // data.

stats. gov. cn.
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Table 2 Comparison of oilseed production and loss caused by canola diseases during 2007 —2016

il KA Biif Il SR } i E EVAGEES &?E’f‘tb/% %l@?ﬁ%ﬁ ﬁ%ﬁﬁlﬁﬁim%
Year MR/ hm? Yk R/ hm? K R/t R/t BrE/ Ratio of BrEH/ % SR/ %
Occurrence area  Controlled area  Retrieved loss  Actual loss Production retrieved loss Ratio of actual loss Ratio of occurred area

2007 361. 48 346. 40 S 2 11. 29 1 057. 26 & 19 1. 07 50. 12

2008 441. 19 426. 01 70. 23 20. 18 1 210. 17 5. 80 1. 67 56. 01

2009 468. 38 518. 24 60. 27 18. 49 1365.71 4.41 1. 35 56. 58

2010 460. 21 551. 94 59.91 17. 98 1 308. 19 4.58 1. 37 56. 90

2011 455. 81 490. 04 52.21 14. 41 1 342. 56 3.89 1. 07 51.73

2012 528. 64 548. 11 71. 64 24. 10 1 400. 73 5.11 1.72 60. 76

2013 457. 99 548. 02 59. 88 16. 67 1 445. 80 4.14 1. 15 56. 84

2014 502. 66 555. 19 78. 28 23. 44 1477.22 5. 30 1. 59 57.01

2015 493. 38 534. 83 75. 94 22. 38 1 493. 07 5.09 1. 50 59. 51

2016 481. 34 523. 04 80. 55 23. 82 1 454. 56 5.54 1. 64 59. 09
Ajifge 465. 11 504. 18 64. 22 19. 28 1 855, 53 4.73 1.42 56. 53

D) B IR 4 E A H AR IS5 H0 (B YR STk ) (2007 — 2016) 5 37 R AR K B B R SHR M ¥ http: // data. stats.

gov. cn,

Data from National Statistical Data of Plant Protection (2007 —2016) ; Data of yield from National Bureau of Statistics website: http: //da-

ta. stats. gov. cn.
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Table 3 The losses caused by canola diseases during 2007 —2016 Pil
TSR PR A% RN FER TMRFE AR TSR PR HoAthym
=S Rape sclerotiniose Rape virus disease Rape downy mildew Rape white rust Others
Year 1] F2bR [l bR {4 [nl bR I [ml bR [l F2bR
Saved Actual Saved Actual Saved Actual Saved Actual Saved Actual
2007 27.97 9. 27 1.77 0.52 — — — — 3.58 1. 65
2008 61. 15 17. 02 1. 85 0.53 4. 48 1.99 0. 80 0.13 1. 95 0.51
2009 50. 13 15. 19 1. 41 0.42 6. 85 2.41 0. 58 0.17 1. 29 0. 30
2010 50. 53 14. 72 1. 32 0. 57 6. 46 2. 20 0. 32 0.11 1. 28 0. 37
2011 40. 91 11.08 1. 60 0. 62 8. 39 2.35 0. 32 0.09 1.01 0.27
2012 57. 66 19. 72 1.23 0. 48 10. 60 3. 18 0. 63 0. 10 1.79 0. 65
2013 A47. 27 13. 38 1. 32 0. 37 9.56 2.58 0. 47 0. 08 1. 26 0. 26
2014 63. 22 19. 31 1. 32 0. 49 11. 88 3.28 0. 48 0.09 1. 38 0. 27
2015 62. 17 18. 22 1. 22 0. 47 11. 08 3.35 0.43 0.09 1. 04 0. 25
2016 66. 09 19. 57 1.43 0. 48 11. 35 3. 38 0. 55 0. 13 1.12 0. 25
52. 71 15. 75 1.45 0. 50 8. 96 2.75 0. 51 0.11 1. 57 0.48
Average
D) BRI 4 EAO H AR RS oo BT ST 5R (2007—2016)
Data from National Statistical Data of Plant Protection (2007 —2016).
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2.26% \ Rape virus disease ¢ Rape virus disease
| o R o WM
j Rape downy mildew Rape downy mildew
TG =
Rape white rust Rape white rust
0 HAh Others ] HAth Others

P IS UL Retrieved loss
& 1
Fig. 1

2.1.3 mEFERFWNAEREFRL
TR LA UL 3 A E R
Sk SRR S R SRR R F L, 2007 — 2016 4
10 4Ffa], HUF & A T FRAE 333. 37 J5 ~425. 35 J7 hmt’
U YIME K 357, 68 7 hm? ¥k, [B] Fb 3 hm 9. 2% 5 By
WATH R TE 329. 60 J7 ~455. 25 75 hm? 1%, 14 K
381.13 J1 hm® . [Al L3 T 22. 61%; R FEH K

PRI SAF UL Actual loss

2007—2016 FHEFTERER/RERELFHRILE

Comparison of oilseed production and losses caused by canola diseases during 2007—2016
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Table 4 The losses caused by canola insect pests during 2007 —2016 Tt
TSR R R TN S TS HT WL A5
ARy Rape aphid Soil insects Plutella xylostella Pieris rapae Rapeseed beetle Stem weevil Others
Year [ bR £ c] bR el bR 3617 bR £ c] S2bR EAE] SEbR eV MU
Saved Actual Saved Actual Saved Actual Saved Actual Saved Actual Saved Actual Saved Actual
2007 21.79 5.03 1. 59 0. 38 — — — — — — — — 4.94 1. 81
2008 19. 46 4. 24 1. 87 1. 05 4.34 4.49 0.73 0. 05 2.37 0. 65 1. 77 0. 40 6. 06 2.75
2009 20. 06 5. 06 1. 03 0.43 3.19 0.92 0. 77 0.12 2.55 1. 00 0. 97 0. 48 2. 26 0. 65
2010 19. 96 6. 39 1.23 0. 37 3.09 0. 89 0. 85 0. 16 2.48 0. 60 1. 88 0. 61 2.20 0. 86
2011 32.72 8. 42 1. 66 0. 48 2.20 0.53 0. 92 0. 20 2.03 0. 49 1. 42 0. 57 3.04 0. 76
2012 22.88 5. 11 1.32 0.43 2. 36 0.53 0. 94 0. 15 1. 74 0. 46 1.01 0. 44 1.62 0. 50
2013 24. 21 5, 22, 1. 14 0. 35 1. 83 0. 83 1.13 0.21 2.08 0.73 1. 18 0.57 1.94 0. 66
2014 26. 30 5.68 1. 67 0. 38 1.91 0. 33 0. 92 0. 17 & oY) 0. 56 2. 20 0. 50 3.42 0.78
2015 23. 38 4.21 1.47 0. 38 1.54 0.28 0. 91 0. 17 2. 20 0. 56 2.11 0. 45 2. 68 0. 58
2016 24. 04 4. 45 1. 34 0. 28 1.91 0. 62 0. 94 0. 17 2. 35 0.72 1.74 0. 46 3.13 0. 81
Rl 23.48 5.38 1.43 0. 45 2.48 1. 05 0. 90 0. 16 2. 35 0. 64 1.59 0. 50 3 18 1. 02
Average

1) Bl 4 E A BAE M55 o4 AR AR e BERH (2007 —2016)

Data from National Statistical Data of Plant Protection (2007—2016).
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Table 5 Analysis of canola losses caused by pest outbreak during 2007 —2016

- s ¢ i 5 s
R S JRUTBUIT b K BRARBT bt g SRR 7 sk e T SRR SR
Species Occurrence area Controlled area Retrieved loss Actual loss . .
Year canola Ratio Ratio
TSR 2014 317.58 361. 49 63. 22 19. 31 1477. 22 4.28 1.31
Rape sclerotiniose 2015 319. 38 356. 40 62. 17 18. 22 1 493. 07 4. 16 1.22
2016 308. 54 342.79 66. 09 19. 57 1 454. 56 4. 54 1. 35
TS 2011 297. 53 322. 84 32.72 8. 42 1 342. 56 2. 44 0.63
Rape aphid 2013 231. 46 259. 27 24. 21 5.22 1 445. 80 1. 67 0. 36
2014 259. 77 298. 01 26. 30 5. 68 1477.22 1.78 0. 38
R s 2014 152. 61 156. 54 11. 88 3. 27 1477. 22 0. 80 0.22
Rape downy mildew 2015 143. 90 143.52 11. 08 & 3B 1 493. 07 0. 74 0. 22
2016 140. 27 136. 54 11. 35 3.38 1 454. 56 0. 78 0.23

D BRI A AR B AR MR 55 b A EAE AR GE T Bk (2007 — 2016) 5 3% 7= B B4R ok B I K 831 R M6 hitp: / data, stats.

gov. cn,

Data from National Statistical Data of Plant Protection (2007 —2016); Data of yield from National Bureau of Statistics website: http: // data.

stats. gov. cn.
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